
California 
Fair Political 
Practices Commission 

August 17, 1989 

Honorable Larry stirling 
Senator, Thirty-Ninth District 
state capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Your Request for Informal Assistance 
Our File No. I-89-477 

Dear Senator stirling: 

We have received your letter dated August 3, 1989, concerning 
the recent Court of Appeal decision in Taxpayers to Limit Campaign 
Sending v. Fair Politigal Practices commission. I understand that 
on August 4, 1989, you met with Lilly Spitz, an attorney with the 
Commission's Legal Division, to discuss the Taxpayers decision. I 
assume that your meeting with Ms. Spitz has taken care of this 
inquiry. 

Enclosed is a copy of the August 1989 
contains a summary of the Taxpayers case. 
decided to petition the California Supreme 
decision of the Court of Appeal. 

Bulletin, which 
The Commission has 
Court to review the 

If you have any further questions, please contact this office 
a (916) 322-5901. 

KED:plh 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

(I 

Kathryn E. Donovan 
General counsel 

428 J Street, Suite 800 • P.O. Box 807 • Sacramento CA 95804~0807 • (916) 322~5660 
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LARRY STIRLING 

August 3, 1989 

M.r. John Larson, Chair 
Fair Political Practices Commission 
428 "J" Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Mr. Larson: 

4669 MURPHY CANYON ROAD 
SUITE 239 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
PHONE (619) 237,7777 

Enclosed is an artic 
on August 3, 1989. 

which ared in The San Diego Union 

What precisely does this mean? What action should I take, 
if any, and when? 

LAR 

LS: 
SF 9 3/89 

Proudly Representing the People of the Thirty-Ninth Senate District 
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4 

A.wx:iated Press 
and United Pre$S lnternatiDna.i 

LOS ANGELES - In a ruling that 
Jpporters predicted would have a 
ramatic impact on legislative races 
1 California, a state Court of Appeal 
as upheld portions of a 1988 ballot 
leasure that banned off-year contri
utions and capped special-interest 
ooations. 
The 2nd District Court of Appeal 

edsion, in upholding parts of Propo
.tion 68, could bring to a halt virtu
lly all fund raising this year for leg
;lative candidates and slash by 90 
ercent the amount of money they 
an accept from special interest 
roups. 
"These provisions approved by the 

ourt should dramatically reduce the 
lout of spa:ial-interest groups," 
ialter Zelman. executive director of 

the political watchdog group Califor
nia Common Cause. the main backer 
of Proposition 68, said at a news con
ference yesterday. 

But a spokeswoman for Assembly 
Minority Leader Ross Johnson, one 
of the authors of Proposition 73, the 
rival campaign reforn·. initiative also 
approved in the same June 1988 elec
tion, said Johnson would most likely 
appeal the decision t(l the state Su
preme Court 

Under the ruling !'eleased Tues
day, candidates for th~~ state Assem
bly would be limited to $50,000 per 
election from organizations and }lO
litical action committees, while the 
limit for state Senate candidates 
would be $75.000. 

Those groups also could donate no 
more than $200,000 to all candidates 
over two years, while individuals 

would be limited to total donations of 
$25.000 in that time, according to the 
appeals court 

The limits apply to both incum
bents and challengers. Candidates 
seeking statewide office, including 
the governorship, are exempted. 

The appeals court, however, did 
not uphold the section of Proposition 
68 calling for the use of tax money in 
campaigns. -nor did it uphold a sec
tion dealing with limits on campaign 
spending. 

"The campaign refonn agenda re
mains incomplete," said Zelman. 

Still, the decision, if it is imple
mented, could greatly reduce the 
amount of money candidates get 
from special-interest groups, Zelman 
said. 

Candidates have spent as much as 
$500.000 to $700,000 in special-inter-

est donations, abou 
amount Uley would 
spend under the api 
sion, said Zelman. 

The fund raising rl 
go into effect 30 day 
unless the decision il 

The appeals court 
the latest chapter iJ 
implementation of 
measures. 

Proposition 68 go 
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where the two me 
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md raising for legislative races .... , 
ltal danatWm 4f 
MXOI1iing M tile 

to both meum
I!n.. Candidates 
Iftice. iocllldiDg 
~emm.pted. 

t. llawevel'. did 
B of PropositiOD. 
of Lu: mouey in 
it Ilphold a sec
its 00 c.aropaign 

form agenda re
;aid Zelman. 
, If it is impJe. 
lUy reduee the 
caDdidate~ get 

t groups, ZI'!lman 

pent as milch as 
ill speeial·itder-

est liooatiOD!il, about 10 times the 
amount tbey would be aJJowed to 
spend under the appeals murt deei
sion, said Zelma 

ne fund raising restridiollS woWd 
go into effect 30 days from Tuesday, 
unless the decisioo. is appealed. 

The appeals court decisioll marked 
the latest chapter in a dispute over 
implementatioo ef tile two ballot 
measures. 

Proposition a got 52.8 pen:em of 
the votes, llut Proposilioo 73 cap
tured 58 percent. ~ 

The stale Fair Political Practices 
Commission I1Iled. lbat Proposition 
73's provisiollS should take effect 
where the two measlll'eS diHered. 
Ouly a few minor provisions of Prop
osition 68 were allowed to take effect 
under the FPPC ruling. 

Propositim 13. spcmsored by three 

legislators, iBcludl'S CODtrihutioa 
limits lor state and iocal candidates. 
bot ooIy limits the size of iDdi:vidul 
COIllributiQDS. 

It does not include any aggregate 
colltrihuiioD limits (lr spending I.im,.. 
its. nor !Ioes it baD ooo-electioo year 
fund raising. It bans public fiflaDCi11 
- the use of tal: money to help piIIY 
for political campa.i{~. 

A spokeswoman Inr the st&1e Fair 
Political Practices eommissioo saJd 
the appeal court dtlt:tswo could be 
appealed either bytbe FPPC or by 
PrOPOSItion 73's Pl'OIIODeI1D. 

Jolmson. R-hlIertDD, ODe of tile 
PrOpositiOll '13 authors. was vaca· 
tioning in Mexico dlnd cou.ldn'l M 
reacbed for comment.. But his press 
secretary, Amle Riehartts; said, ., 
think there's a good dllllx.e be will be 

--

aploring the possibility of appeal
iDI·" 

She said the ecm:t decision billlllinl 
off·year fllDd raisDJg was IDcorret':l 
sim.'e PropositiOll 73 explicitly based i. 
cootribntiaos on fila! years and was ~ 
tIIerelore DOt silen.t 011 ibe issue. ! 

Proposition 73's eontributioo lim·:: 
its took eHect last Jan. 1. and candi-: ~ 
dates' reports OD ftmd raising withiD 
those limits duriJIg tile first JJa)f of~ 
1989 are beiDg filed this "eek. . 

The limits allow individuals and.: 
hasi1Iesses to give up to $1,000 per~ 
candidate per fiscal year. ~ 

"Politieal committees," wblch iD-.;' 
dude orgaoi%atioDS represeotiDg 
professioDs. business groups. labor 
organizations. and others, caD give-
12 •• (lr n.800 per candidate per fis-~' 
cal year, depeodlng eo the maeup of . 
tile I!ODlIIlittee.. 


